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ABSTRACT 
 
Comparing Resilience and Grit: An Empirical Examination 
 
Jenika Hardeman 
 
Master’s Thesis Advisor:  Kirk Heilbrun, Ph.D. 
 
Exposure to traumatic experiences in the form of stressful and adverse life events is 
highly prevalent in society. Research shows that most people have experienced at least 
two adverse life experiences. Yet the vast majority of people do not experience serious 
post-traumatic symptoms. One possible explanation for the weak relationship between 
traumatic experiences and such negative outcomes is resilience, a human quality that 
buffers the effects of traumatic stress by adapting when faced with adversity and failure. 
Some research on resilience has been conducted to better understand its role as a possible 
mediator of post-traumatic negative outcomes and its functioning as a protective factor. 
This research has suggested that resilience may be one part of an overall successful 
process for overcoming the challenges of trauma or other adverse experience. The 
tenacity in persisting through such challenges to desired outcomes has been termed grit. 
Appraising the similarities and differences of these two constructs has proven to be 
challenging. First, there are inconsistencies and overlaps in the operationalization of each 
construct, blurring the boundaries that delineate each. Second, many investigators seem 
to consider resilience to be a component of grit, yet there is no empirical basis for doing 
so. There has been work on resilience and grit separately, but nothing comparing the two 
directly to gauge their relationship to one another and to a specific outcome. Finally, the 
fundamental question regarding the two constructs is whether they function similarly. 
This study will investigate the relationship between grit and resilience. For the present 
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study, participants will be recruited to participate via Mechanical-Turk interface and 
Qualtrics. Participants will complete the ACE Questionnaire, Resilience Scale, Grit 
Scale, Vignette and Vignette Questionnaire, Validation Questionnaire, and report 
additional demographic information, including criminal conviction history, highest 
completed education level, gender, and age. It is hypothesized that there is a significant 
association between the operationalization of the constructs of grit and resilience. This 
hypothesis will be evaluated by calculating a Pearson correlation between participant 
scores on the Resilience Scale (RS-14) and Grit Scale (GR-S). Additionally, a combined 
exploratory factor analysis of the RS-14 and GR-S will be conducted. It is hypothesized 
that grit and resilience will constitute separate factors. Regarding grit, it is hypothesized 
that statistically significant main effects for perspective following a negative event and 
for outcome will be observed.  Regarding resilience, it is hypothesized that statistically 
significant main effects for protective factors and outcome will be observed. The latter 
two hypotheses will be tested by calculating a between subjects Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) as each of the three variables included in the vignettes were systematically 
manipulated.               
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Importance of Trauma and Adverse Experience 
1.1.1 Public Safety and Healing 
Traumatic and adverse experiences are important, as both function as a potential risk 
factor for certain kinds of outcomes. These risks for negative outcomes encompass many 
domains in life, including mental health, physical health, justice involvement, education, 
employment, and social relationships.  
Most people experience at least one violent or life threatening occurrence during the 
course of their lives (Bonanno, 2004). Further, many people are exposed to adversity at 
some point during their lives but coping with traumatic experiences varies across persons 
and situations. Healing from exposure to adverse traumatic experiences involves 
acclimating to changes in the individual’s environment. There is disagreement regarding 
whether recovery from traumatic or adverse experiences is the same as responding in a 
resilient way. According to Bonanno (2004), recovery is distinct from resilience in that 
recovery “connotes a trajectory in which normal functioning temporarily gives way to 
threshold or subthreshold psychopathology and then gradually returns to pre-event 
levels” (p. 20). Moreover, Bonanno (2004) argues that resilience entails maintaining a 
stable equilibrium in the face of trauma and, or adversity. However, even if resilience and 
recovery are separate processes, both comprise a healing process after some adverse 
experience or event.  
1.1.2 Values of civilized society & Insufficient Attention to Date 
Not all individuals who experience trauma and/or adversity require help with the 
healing process. But, some do require clinical help in coping with adverse and/or 
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traumatic experiences. Psychology has investigated the healing process, effects of trauma 
and/or adversity, and ways to promote positive outcomes after experiences with adversity 
and trauma. This investigation has been explored both empirically and practically. But, 
justification for the present empirical investigation of the role of coping with trauma and 
adverse experiences through resilience and grit is that the empirical evidence is very 
limited. In fact, the present study is apparently the only study formally investigating grit 
and resilience pertaining to potential maladaptation. This study builds on the existing 
theoretical and empirical literature of resilience, grit, and traumatic and adverse 
experiences in an attempt to distinguish the nature and functions of grit and resilience.  
 1.1.3 Operational Definitions  For present purposes, the terms “adverse life experience” or “adversity” are used 
to delineate all negative life experiences ranging from extreme trauma (i.e. neglect, loss, 
and personal level berating) to milder adversity (poverty, community violence). The term 
“trauma” is used to delineate specific, severe forms of adverse life experience 
1.1.4 Prevalence of Trauma  Adverse life experiences are common (Bonanno, 2004; Mancini & Bonanno, 
2006; Ozer, Best, Lipsey, &Weiss, 2003). Many people experience more than one type of 
adversity during their lifetime; once a person experiences one negative life event, there is 
an 87% probability that they will experience two or more (Anda & Felitti, 2003). Further, 
adversity varies in chronicity their lifespan.  
Work has been done on the effects of different kinds of negative life experiences or 
adversity. Some of the most important concerns adverse childhood experiences, a term 
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developed by Anda and Felitti (1991), involve understanding how adverse childhood 
experiences effect individual ability to attain positive outcomes. The most notable study 
in this regard is the Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACE) Study (Anda and Felitti, 
1991; Felitti, Anda, Nordenberg, Williamson, Spitz, Edwards, Koss, and Marks, 1998)). 
Their study linked adverse childhood experiences to outcomes in adult and adolescent 
health risks, status, and social functioning (Felitti, 2009). More specifically, Anda and 
Felitti considered adverse life experiences as they relate to prevalence of negative 
outcomes in the domains of mental and physical health and social functioning. Expanding 
their work, Felitti, Anda, et al., (1998) surveyed approximately 9,500 people about 
childhood abuse and exposure to forms of household dysfunction during the first wave of 
the study. Three different categories of abuse were included in the ACE Questionnaire: 
psychological, physical, and contact sexual abuse (Felitti, Anda, et al., 1998). Four 
categories of exposure to household dysfunction during childhood were also included: 
substance abuse, mental illness, violence, and criminal behavior within the household 
(Felitti, Anda, et al., 1998). 
They reported that adverse childhood experiences that fall into any of the 
aforementioned categories had unexpectedly high prevalence rates (Felitti, Anda, et al., 
1998). Of the seven categories included in the ACE Questionnaire, the following was 
reported: experienced psychological abuse (11.1% of respondents), physical abuse 
(10.8%), sexual abuse (22%), substance abuse within the household (25.6%), mental 
illness (18.8%), violence (12.5%), and criminal behavior (3.4%) (Felitti, Anda, et al., 
1998). Respondents endorsed reported adversity across all categories at a total rate of 
52.1% (Felitti, Anda, et al, 1998). Moreover, they found that adverse life experiences are 
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fairly common, even in the earliest years, and are typically unrecognized. Anda and 
Felitti noted that the effects of adverse experiences may begin manifesting in the form of 
poor health and somatization during childhood, and extend into adulthood (Felitti, 2009).  
Other findings from the ACE survey include higher numbers of adverse childhood 
experiences were associated with a higher likelihood of negative outcomes. Such 
negative outcomes could encompass several domains of life. They included chronic 
disease, psychopathology, perpetrating violence, and being a victim of violence (Dube, 
Anda, Felitti, Chapman, Williamson, & Giles, 2001; Sadeh & McNiel, 2015). Further, 
those with an ACE score of 4 were found to be twice as likely to be tobacco smokers, 
seven times more likely to be alcoholic, four times more likely to have emphysema or 
chronic bronchitis, and twelve times more likely to commit suicide (Anda & Felitti, 1991; 
Dube et al., 2001). Individuals with reported ACE scores higher than 4 were associated 
with more violence, marriages, broken bones, drug prescriptions, depression, and 
autoimmune disease (Anda & Felitti, 1991; Dube et al., 2001). Individuals with reported 
ACE scores of 6 or higher were associated with a shorter lifespan by about 20 years 
(Dube et al., 2001). Exposure to adverse childhood events was also linked to workplace 
absenteeism, elevated costs in health care, and more problems in mental health, social 
health, and economic health (Anda & Felitti, 1991). Finally, childhood events, 
specifically abuse and emotional trauma, appear to have substantial and lasting effects on 
the victim’s neuroregulatory systems by mediating medical illness and behavior from 
childhood into adulthood (Felitti & Anda, 2009). 
Much empirical work has found links between the risk of criminal recidivism and 
substance use disorders (Sadeh & McNiel, 2015). Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) 
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may be an important risk factor for reducing recidivism and justice-involvement in 
general. This is evidenced by the high rates of trauma exposure among individuals 
involved in the criminal justice system in comparison to the general population (Sadeh & 
McNiel, 2015). Drawing on theoretical models, Sadeh and McNiel (2015) postulate that 
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) increases the risk of criminal behavior because 
substances are used to cope with the psychological and biological corollaries of adverse 
life experience (Sadeh & McNiel, 2015, p. 574). Further, Sadeh & McNiel (2015) 
described PTSD as an important factor to consider in models of risk of criminal 
recidivism, beyond substance abuse disorders and other mental health disorders. 
There are many ways to cope with traumatic and adverse experiences maladaptively. 
Further, coping with the effects of traumatic and or adverse experiences can lead to 
negative outcomes that may be diagnosable according to the American Psychiatric 
Association (2013) Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (henceforth, 
DSM-5). Coping with adverse traumatic experiences involves adaptation to the changes 
in the individual’s threatening environment as a means of survival. These trauma-related 
survival adaptations map precisely onto the symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
(PTSD) and similar disorders. This is especially true since Post-Traumatic Stress 
Disorder (PTSD) has been reformulated in DSM-5, in which the chapter delineating Post-
Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) has been renamed and reformulated to include 
Trauma- and Stressor-Related Disorders. According to the DSM-5, Trauma- and 
Stressor-Related Disorders include disorders in which “exposure to a traumatic or 
stressful event is listed explicitly as a diagnostic criterion,” including a diagnosable 
spectrum of trauma or stress-related disorders (American Psychiatric Association, 2013, 
COMPARING RESILIENCE AND GRIT  13 
p. 265). This spectrum includes reactive attachment disorder, disinhibited social 
engagement disorder, posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), acute stress disorder, and 
adjustment disorders. But since exposure to trauma and stressors is common, and given 
the many ways coping with trauma and stressors can be maladaptive, one might ask why 
PTSD is not more prevalent.  
1.2 Grit and Resilience: Two Relevant Constructs 
The interest in unyielding courage or firmness of in the face of hardship or danger,  
enabling people to adjust from misfortune to attain positive outcomes, yielded research 
on grit and resilience. Even though there have been major advances made regarding both 
constructs separately, (e. g. widespread acceptance of Duckworth’s Grit Scale and 
theories; and growing empirical interest in grit and resilience); there are some major 
problems with this research. The fundamental flaw in the current understanding of grit 
and resilience lies in the blurred boundaries between the two.  
The previously-described human quality of unyielding courage or firmness in the face 
of hardship or danger that enables people to recover or adjust from misfortune to yield 
positive outcomes may describe both resilience and grit. This absence of clear parameters 
distinguishing the two has carried over into research and practice. Resilience has been 
described as being a part of grit, but there is as yet no empirical basis for doing so. The 
present study is designed to build upon what is currently understood regarding grit and 
resilience. Additionally, the present study will describe the similarities and differences 
between grit and resilience by asking participants about their perceptions of a vignette 
and about their own experiences related to grit and resilience. Before presenting the 
specific details of the current study, reviews about resilience and grit are provided.  
COMPARING RESILIENCE AND GRIT  14 
2. Review of Resilience 
2.1 What is Understood Regarding Resilience 
Interest in the phenomenon of resilience was sparked by the observation that some 
people who are at risk for psychopathology due to experiential or genetic circumstances 
nonetheless do not show these outcomes. Because much of what is known about how 
people cope with adversity is drawn from those who seek treatment, (who are, in form 
those whom exhibit great distress), this quality of resilience was once thought to be rare. 
Moreover, pioneers of resilience research contended that researching resilient children 
had implications to contribute to understanding the differences in individuals who 
experience adversity but yet still flourish by attaining positive outcomes in life versus 
those who do not possess this resilient quality (Masten, 2001). More specifically, some 
suggested that by understanding resilience, the field could begin to understand a potent 
influence in the lives of at-risk children that could guide intervention and policy. This 
understanding of resilience has the potential to inform theories and models of the 
etiology, treatment, and prevention of stress-related disorders (e.g. posttraumatic stress 
disorder) and psychopathology more broadly (Campbell-Sills, Forde, & Stein, 2009; 
Masten, 2001).  
2.1.1 Early Work and History 
Early work and mass media suggested that resilient people are unusual, but there 
is evidence that people are typically resilient (Bonanno, 2004; Mancini & Bonanno, 
2006). Developmental psychologists have shown that resilience is common among 
children growing up in disadvantaged conditions (Masten, 2001). We now consider 
resilience as commonplace, resulting in most cases from the basic human adaptational 
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systems. According to Masten (2001), if these adaptational systems are intact, protected, 
and in good working order, development is robust in the face of adversity. This seems to 
apply even in the face of severe adverse experiences.  
Exposure to adverse life events does not necessarily yield to outcomes involving 
psychopathology or suicidal tendencies (Blalock, Young, & Kleiman, 2015). Other 
researchers have reported the presence of moderators of negative outcomes following 
adverse experiences. Cha and Nock (2009) and Hirsch  (2009) found that some of these 
resilient factors are specifically trait-level characteristics serving as moderators to 
adversity (i.e. positive cognitive styles, self-determination, hope) (Bureau, Mageau, 
Vallerand, Rousseau, & Otis, 2012; Davidson, Wingate, Rasmussen, & Slish, 2009; 
Kleiman, Miller, & Riskind, 2012). Moreover, presence of trait-level resilience factors 
like these are particularly effective on reducing the impact of adverse experiences and 
preventing suicidal ideation. The effectiveness of these moderators operates by changing 
the individual's cognitions regarding the adverse experience and its greater meaning 
(Blalock et al., 2015). 
2.1.2 Operationalization of Resilience 
According to Wagnild and Young, (1993), “resilience connotes emotional 
stamina” (p. 166). Resilience has been defined as “the ability of adults in otherwise 
normal circumstances who are exposed to an isolated and potentially highly disruptive 
event such as the death of a close relation or a violent or life-threatening situation to 
maintain relatively stable, healthy levels of psychological and physical functioning” 
(Bonanno, 2004, p. 20) as well as “the capacity for generative experiences and positive 
emotions” (Mancini & Bonanno, 2006, p. 972).  
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This capacity to respond adaptively to extreme stress varies substantially across 
individuals and settings (Lukey & Tepe, 2008). Grit has been shown to enhance 
resilience under stress (Maddi, Matthews, Kelly, Villarreal, & White, 2012). One 
theoretical explanation for his phenomenon is as follows.  Negative emotions (e.g., fear) 
narrow the scope of cognition and attention, which impairs decision-making and affects 
behavior (e.g., fight or flight response). Positive emotions expand the breadth of mental 
abilities like cognition and attention, which has the opposite effect. Thus, the absence of 
negative emotions in the face of stressful or adverse experiences facilitates greater 
adaptability under stress (Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & Larkin, 2003).  
Resilience has also been described as differing from recovery. Unlike recovery, 
resilience “reflects the ability to maintain a stable equilibrium” (Bonanno, 2004, p. 20). 
This implies that resilient people are less inclined to experience strong negative emotions 
during harmful experiences, and are thus better able to reason or cope.  
A second aspect of resilience has been discussed by Masten, who notes that 
resilience refers to “adaptive functioning despite adversity” as “evidenced by competence 
in certain domains such as effective management of psychological processes or 
behavioral self-regulation” (Masten, 2001, p. 227). This definition of resilience suggests 
that resilience is an adaptive, acquired and learned quality exhibited in association with 
positive outcomes. Resilience has also been defined by Ginsburg and Carlson (2011) as 
the capacity to “rise above difficult circumstances” as well as having “the ability to 
recover from setbacks” (p. 459-60). Further, Ginsburg and Carlson (2011) conceptualized 
resilience as a state of mind that can be learned through modeling and practice. Ginsburg 
and Carlson (2011) compared resilience to buoyancy: “when pushed under water, objects 
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tend to rebound” (p. 460).  
Resilience has a number of implications for treatment. For example, many people 
effectively cope with the stresses of highly aversive events without formal treatment. 
Only a subset of persons who have endured a highly aversive event—those with 
clinically significant or prolonged difficulties—are appropriate candidates for treatment 
(Mancini & Bonanno, 2006). Thus resilience may shield individuals from experiencing 
harm, or promote recovery, in a way that keeps them from needing formal treatment 
interventions. 
3. Review of Grit 
3.1 What is Understood Regarding Grit 
3.1.1 Grit and Related Constructs 
Grit has been defined in terms of perseverance (Eskreis-Winkler, Gross, & 
Duckworth, 2014).  More recently, it has been defined as the “tendency to sustain interest 
in and effort toward very long-term goals” (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 
2007, p.1088). Grit has also been defined as “a passionate commitment to a single 
mission and an unwavering dedication to achieve that mission” (Tough, 2013, p. 74). Grit 
is a personality trait that entails committing to challenging projects and working 
diligently toward their achievement over long periods (Eskreis-Winkler & Duckworth, 
2015).  In efforts to understand this construct, some have compared grit to commitment, 
dedication, and diligence. For example, grit was thought to be largely related to or a part 
of self-control. It is now known that self-control and grit are conceptually and empirically 
related, but differ in that self--control deals with delayed gratification and resistance of 
temptations (Baruch-Feldman, 2015).  
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Grit is used often as a predictor of achievement and success (Eskreis-Winkler, 
Gross, & Duckworth, 2015). It better predicts high school graduation and grade point 
average than does IQ (Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). This, along with the findings that high 
school grades are better predictors of college success than standardized tests (Bowen, 
Chingos, and McPherson, 2009), suggests that grittier students stick with the day-to-day 
work during high school and are more successful in college. At its core, then, grit seems 
to involve perseverance and passion for long-term goals regardless of the obstacles that 
may arise. Grit is a facet of and is highly correlated with the larger personality trait of 
conscientiousness (r = .77, p < .001), and evidence has shown that it is negatively related 
to performance on intelligence tests (r = -.20, p < .03), (Lucas, Gratch, Cheng, & 
Marsella, 2015).  
This inverse relationship between intellectual functioning and grit could be 
explained by Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, and Kelly (2007) findings. According to 
Duckworth, et al. (2007), grit overlaps with conscientiousness, yet “differs in its 
emphasis on long-term stamina rather than short-term intensity” (p. 1089). This means 
that a gritty person will successfully complete present tasks by working towards 
completing such tasks over an extended period of time (i.e. years) (Duckworth et al., 
2007). Duckworth and colleagues (2007) also argue that grit is different from the 
dependability facets of conscientiousness because grit requires a consistency of interests 
and goals over an extended period of time. Moderately gritty persons who also possess 
high self-control may be able to effectively control their tempers, stick to a diet, and 
resist temptations of getting side tracked from work, but will “switch careers annually” 
(Duckworth, et al, 2007, p. 1089).  
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3.1.2 Operationalization of Grit 
The central quality in gritty individuals must lie in perseverance. Grit has been 
used to refer to the perseverance described in Positive Psychology (Singh & Jha, 2008) 
and to the “determination to accomplish an ambitious, long-term goal despite the 
inevitable obstacles” (Doskoch & Flora, 2005, p. 41). Relevant research on grit has 
suggested that it is associated with a willingness to risk failure in order to succeed, and 
persisting to achievement of important life goals (e.g., getting married, completing Army 
training, excelling in school and work, on other academic tasks, and graduating from 
school) (Duckworth et al., 2009, Eskreis-Winkler et al., 2014; Robertson-Kraft & 
Duckworth, 2014). According to Duckworth, et al. (2007), grit encompasses the ability to 
work “strenuously toward challenges, maintaining effort and interest over years despite 
failure, adversity, and plateaus in progress” (p. 1087-1088). Further, according to 
Duckworth et al. (2007), a gritty individual is one who “approaches achievement as a 
marathon,” with the gritty individual’s advantage being stamina (p. 1088). In individuals 
who are not gritty, boredom and disappointment signal that it is time to stop or change 
course. Gritty individuals, by contrast will stay on the same trajectory or course, 
continually striving toward the same goal. 
Blalock and colleagues (2015) argue that the mere salience of long-term goals 
may serve to motivate gritty persons to develop resources, such as social support systems, 
before being exposed to adversity. These beneficial resources might then be used in the 
face of adverse experiences as a buffer to the impacts of these experiences (Blalock et al., 
2015). This point is underscored by research that has shown that gritty persons tend to 
“persist through more effortful and less enjoyable preparatory activities than their less 
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gritty counterparts” (Duckworth, Kirby, Tsukayama, Berstein, & Ericsson, 2011, p. 3). 
This persistence may be a feasible explanation for increased success rates of gritty 
individuals (Blalock, et al, 2015). 
4. Problems with the Knowledge Base 
4.1 Description of Problems 
Despite the increasing interest in resilience, there is a gap in the understanding of 
what resilience is and entails. The understanding of grit reflects similar discrepancies. An 
important question involving these two constructs involves the degree of distinctness 
between them.  
Additionally, evidence regarding resilience and grit reveal that there are 
inconsistencies in the operationalization of these two constructs, which is a secondary 
issue. This is a secondary issue because on the whole there exists agreement on what the 
actual operationalization of each is. But the generally accepted definitions of each appear 
very similar. It could be the case that the two constructs are related but distinct, yet 
function in similar fashions.  
4.1.1 Overlapping Operationalizations 
Grit requires passionate perseverance toward long-term goals, especially in spite 
of obstacles and adversity (Duckworth et al., 2007). Gritty individuals show an 
unwavering and consistent interest in a goal (passion) and work toward achievement of 
this goal on a consistent basis (perseverance). The effects of adverse life events seem to 
be buffered in those who posses extremely long-term passion and perseverance. Thus, 
“gritty individuals are defined by their ability to push through hardships”, such as adverse 
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life events, “whereas individuals high in conscientiousness or self-control need not 
explicitly be resilient to setbacks” (Blalock, et al, 2015, p. 2). These two themes 
(perseverance and passion) seem to account for how the field conceptualizes grit. 
Although conscientiousness and self-control, among other stability type characteristics, 
have been investigated in relation to buffering impacts of coping with adversity (namely 
suicide, from Lapierre, Dubé, Bouffard, & Alain, 2007) we now know that grit is similar 
to, but distinct from these personality traits. Moreover, we have also come to understand 
that the construct of grit represents a particular aspect of personality (on the trait-level) 
and the human quality that is particularly adroit at buffering against the impact of coping 
with being exposed to adverse life events. It has been also been noted that grit is 
conceptually distinct from resilience, a term defined differently across investigators but 
generally a multidimensional construct describing the capacity to successfully adapt to 
overwhelming adversity and stress (Robertson-Kraft & Duckworth, 2014). 
Resilience has been defined as an “ability to self-redirect when faced with 
adversity and failure” (Gamel, 2014, p. 10), which resembles Duckworth and colleagues’ 
((Duckworth et al., 2007) conceptualization of grit. It should also be noted that popular 
measures of resilience often include perseverance, which is one of the principal 
ingredients of grit. Contemporary measures of resilience also tend to include other 
elements such as equanimity, purpose/meaningfulness, self-reliance, and existential 
aloneness (e.g., Wagnild & Young, 1990; Wagnild & Young, 1993). Developers of the 
Resilience scale (RS-14) (Wagnild & Young, 1993), conceptualize the following of each 
of the aforementioned elements of resilience. To live with purpose is to “have a sense of 
one’s own meaning or purpose in life”; perseverance “is the determination to keep going 
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despite difficulties, discouragement, and disappointment, establishing realistic goals and 
attaining them” (Wagnild, 2010, p. 2); self-reliance, “is belief in oneself and one’s 
capabilities; the ability to depend on oneself and recognize personal strengths and 
limitations” (Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167); equanimity, meaning “a balanced 
perspective of one’s life and experiences; the ability to consider a broader range of 
experience and take what comes, thus moderating extreme responses to adversity” 
(Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167) and existential aloneness, meaning “the realization that 
each person’s life path is unique, while some experiences are shared others must be faced 
alone; existential aloneness confers a feeling of freedom and sense of uniqueness” 
(Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 168).  
Moreover, grit entails consistency of interests and goals over time, whereas the 
construct of resilience is agnostic on the stability of an individual’s interests (Robertson-
Kraft & Duckworth, 2014). Resilience means achieving a positive outcome (e.g. 
graduating high school despite being homeless) notwithstanding adverse experiences, 
while grit refers to staying the course to achieve long-term goals despite the obstacles that 
may arise (i.e. graduating high school with a high grade point average despite difficulties 
in physics). Both grit and resilience require overcoming something that would otherwise 
prevent the attainment of the positive outcome or achieving the goal. The most notable 
differences between the two constructs seems to lie in the goal setting with grit that is 
absent in resilience and the reliance on purpose, harmony, and authenticity present in 
resilience and absent in grit.  
4.1.2 Issues With Distinctness 
Finally, in addition to the confusion between the two constructs in the field of 
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psychology, the way the general public views resilience and grit may not overlap with the 
way the field views these constructs. The field currently views resilience as being a 
necessary part of grit (Perkins-Gough, 2013). But the question regarding how the general 
public views resilience and grit remains unanswered. Moreover, even though the 
operational definitions of grit and resilience overlap, an important question regarding the 
two constructs is whether they function similarly.   
The present study will attempt to provide evidence in efforts to answer this 
question. For purposes of this study and in efforts to remain aligned with the 
operationalization utilized when creating the Grit-S scale, grit will be operationalized as 
follows: the “tendency to sustain interest in and effort toward very long-term goals” 
(Duckworth, Peterson, et al, 2007, p.1088). Additionally, in efforts to remain aligned 
with the operationalization utilized when creating the Resilience scale (RS-14), resilience 
will be operationalized as follows: “the capacity to live with purpose, perseverance, 
equanimity, existential aloneness , and self-reliance” (Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167).  
5. The Current Study 
5.1 Rationale 
The question regarding the extent to which grit and resilience are similar has not 
yet been addressed. The present study will measure the degree to which resilience and 
grit are related. The present study is designed to build upon what is currently understood 
regarding the constructs of grit and resilience. Additionally, the present study attempts to 
decipher the similarities and differences between the constructs of grit and resilience in 
terms of how each functions. 
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5.2 Hypotheses 
There are four main hypotheses in this study. There is a statistically significant 
relationship between grit and resilience as measured by a Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient. Domains or factors of grit will load on a greater factor of 
resilience. There is a significant difference in participants’ attribution of grit and 
resilience by the presentation of the manipulated variables. This means that a main effect 
for grit on perspective following a negative event are expected to be observed.  
Additionally, main effects for resilience on the variables of protective factors and 
outcome are expected to be observed. 
6. Method 
6.1 Overview  For the present study, approximately 300 participants will be recruited to 
participate via Mechanical-Turk interface. The recruitment invitation will be posted on 
Mechanical-Turk where approximately 300 users will be prompted to take this survey 
and receive payment for participation. The invitation will emphasize the voluntary and 
anonymous nature of the study and forward participants to the study on Qualtrics, a 
website address where participants will complete the ACE Questionnaire, Resilience 
Scale, Grit Scale, Vignette and Vignette Questionnaire, and report additional 
demographic information, including current offense history, highest completed education 
level, gender, and age.  
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6.2 Participants 
6.2.1 Inclusion Criteria 
Participants are eligible for inclusion if they are above the ages of 18, fluent in 
English, computer literate, and reside in the United States of America. 
6.2.2 Exclusion Criteria 
Participants belonging to or representing vulnerable populations have been 
excluded from participation in this study. Prisoners and offenders will be excluded from 
participation in the study. Adults unable to consent and juveniles will not be included in 
the study. Minors will also be excluded from participation in the study. Lack of fluency 
in the English language is an exclusion criterion for this research study.  Individuals who 
have been convicted of a criminal offense will also be excluded, as it will be more 
appropriate to solicit their participation separately in a future study. 
6.2.3 Recruitment 
Recruitment for this study will take place online via the Mechanical-Turk 
interface.  
6.3 Data Collection and Procedure 
This will be a fully anonymous, online survey.  It will begin with the purpose, 
layout, and steps involved in completing this study and the request to participate. If the 
participant agrees, he or she will be directed to a link in Mechanical Turk (M-Turk) that 
will take them to the study. Individuals will not sign a consent form, because that would 
provide identifying information and create a risk of privacy violation.  Consent will be 
assumed if the individual attests to having read the study description and indicates 
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agreement to participate by continuing on to the survey itself. Participants will be 
administered the demographic questionnaire, Adverse Childhood Experience 
Questionnaire, Resilience Scale, and Grit Scale. After completion of those measures, 
consented participants will read one of the eight iterations of the vignette that will be 
randomly assigned to each participant. Participants will then respond to the Vignette 
Questionnaire and Validation Questionnaire. 
6.4 Measures 
The measures for this study include a demographic questionnaire, a catalog of 
adverse childhood experiences, a measure to gauge self perceived levels of resilience, 
another to measure grit, vignettes and questions about resilience and grit of the individual 
depicted in the vignettes, and two measures regarding the participant’s history of trauma 
and adverse experience.  
6.4.1 Demographic Questionnaire 
A short demographic questionnaire will be administered that includes items 
related to participants’ gender, age, race/ethnicity, highest achieved level of education, 
number of prior offenses, and marital status (see Appendix A). Socio-economic status 
using income-to-needs ratio (assessed in terms of income compared with the U.S. Census 
Bureau–defined poverty line) at third grade, which will be log-transformed to normalize 
the distribution. 
6.4.2 ACE 
The Adverse Childhood Experiences Questionnaire (ACE) is intended to measure 
the prevalence of adverse childhood experiences and the association between them and 
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later outcomes. The ACE is designed for administration to people aged 18 years and 
older. It consists of 10 questions on adverse childhood experiences in the following 
domains: family dysfunction; physical, sexual and emotional abuse and neglect by 
parents or caregivers; peer violence; witnessing community violence; and exposure to 
collective violence. Respondents will answer these questions by endorsing “yes” or “no” 
to the presence of each type/domain of adverse childhood experience in their personal 
histories. The number of “yes” responses is added to yield a total ACE score. This 
measure was included according to Felitti and Anda’s (1991) protocol in the Adverse 
Childhood Experiences Study. According to Felitti and Anda, adverse childhood 
experiences can be identified during childhood by history from children and caretakers 
(Felitti, 2009). Thus, participants are asked to report their individual adverse childhood 
experiences as a means to determine participants amount of adverse experiences. The 
secondary purpose for inclusion of this measure is to gauge whether adversity is reported 
as common, as it was in the Adverse Childhood Experiences study. Additional validation 
questions were added to the ACE questionnaire if participants endorsed occurrences of 
the types of adversity experienced. These validation questions probe participants to 
determine whether the adversities they endorsed on the ACE questionnaire are currently 
occurring or current stressors.  
6.4.3 RS-14 
The Resilience Scale™ (RS™ or 25-Item Resilience ScaleTM) and its briefer 
version, the Resilience Scale, RS-14 (shortened version), provide a reliable and valid 
measure of resilience that can be completed in a reasonable amount of time. Both the 
RSTM and RS-14 were created for the purpose of identifying the degree of individual 
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resilience, as it is “considered a positive personality characteristic that enhances 
individual adaptation” (Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167). As previously mentioned, 
Wagnild and Young, (1993) hypothesized that the construct of resilience contained the 
following domains: perseverance, self-reliance, equanimity, purpose/meaningfulness, and 
existential aloneness. These five interrelated domains were identified from narratives 
collected from 24 older women who had “adapted successfully following a major life 
event” (Wagnild & Young, 1990; Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167) and were 
“prescreened for positive psychosocial adaptation” (Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167), 
indicated by medium to high levels of morale and social involvement. In their narratives, 
these women were instructed to “describe how she managed a self-identified loss” 
(Wagnild & Young, 1993, p. 167). Definitions and perspectives on resilience according 
to the five identified domains were clarified and validated based on a subsequent 
literature review. To test the internal consistency and validity of the RSTM , Factor 
Analyses were conducted (Wagnild & Young, 1993). This was achieved by using 
principal components analysis (PCA), oblimin rotation, and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
normalization on the RSTM in a sample of N= 810, with the expectation of observing a 
five-factor structure based on the domains hypothesized to comprise resilience as a 
construct. However, Wagnild and Young, (1993) observed a substantial primary factor 
underlying the data in this sample from the factor solution. The scree test criterion 
identified a cutoff point between Factors I and II. Factor I indicated an eigenvalue of 
9.56, accounting for 38.3% of the variance, and loadings ranging from .30 to .76. The 
correlation between factor scores and total Resilience score observed was .99, p < .001. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s criterion of considering all unrotated factors (with eigenvalues > 
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1.0) reflected five factors accounted for 57.1% of the variance. Exploring the remaining 
four expected factor solutions (considering factor loadings > .40 only) revealed ambiguity 
in interpreting said factors. The same was observed with three- and four-factor solutions. 
Thus, a two-factor solution was accepted, with Factor I including 17 items and Factor II 
including 8 items with factor loadings of .40 or higher, explaining 44.0% of the variance.  
The RS-14 consists of 14 specific statements, which the respondent will endorse, 
to some degree, by selecting one choice out of a five-point scale. The scale ranges from 7 
(“strongly agree”) to 1 (“strongly disagree”). To get a total score for each participant, the 
degree of endorsement to each statement will be added up and categorized as follows: 82-
98= Very High Resilience; 64-81 High Resilience; 49-63 = Average; 31-48 = Low 
Resilience; 14-30 = Very Low Resilience. 
6.4.4 Grit Scale-S 
The 12-Item Grit Scale (Grit-S) measures self-reported traits that measure this 
construct. Duckworth and Quinn, (2009) developed the Grit-S by extracting items from 
the Grit-O Scale in efforts to shorten it and improve efficiency. The Grit-O scale 
observed a two-factor structure, and the same was expected to be observed in the Grit-S. 
To confirm the factor structure of the Grit-S, a sample of N= 1,554 adults were 
administered the Grit-S online, and a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. 
Duckworth and Quinn, (2009) confirmed the two-factor model of grit. Consistency of 
Interest and Perseverance of Effort, first-order latent factors, loaded on second-order 
latent factor named Grit χ2 (19, N = 1,554) = 188.52, p < .001.  
The test is composed of 12 specific statements, to which the respondent will 
respond on a five-point scale. The scale ranges from 5 (“very much like me”) to 1 (“not 
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like me at all). To obtain a total score for each participant, the degree of endorsement to 
each statement will be added up and then divided by 12. The maximum score on this 
scale is 5 (extremely gritty), and the lowest scale on this scale is 1 (not at all gritty). 
6.4.5 Vignettes 
The Vignettes (Appendix F) provide biographical information about a 
hypothetical subject. Across 8 vignettes, the following variables were systematically 
manipulated: Presence or Absence of Protective Factors, Perspective following a 
Negative Life Event, and Nature of the Outcome (Positive or Negative).  These variables 
were chosen because of the relationship of each with positive outcomes. Protective 
factors have been found to foster resilience and buffer the effects of adverse life events. 
Further, presence of a positive relationship with a positive adult has been found to be 
positively associated with attainment of a positive outcome, or resilience. Secondly, 
perspective following the adverse experience has been found to effect whether a person is 
resilient or gritty. In both the Resilience Scale and Grit Scale-S, optimism and the ability 
to remain level headed in the face of setbacks are specific items included. Finally, the 
nature of the outcome following the adverse event was manipulated. This was included as 
a way to measure whether participants feel that one can be resilient or gritty without 
necessarily achieving positive outcomes. Since how the general public conceptualizes 
resilience and grit is unknown, including this variable may reveal other difference 
between the two constructs that research to date may not have considered. The question 
to be addressed by including this third variable is whether a person can be considered 
resilient, but not gritty and/or vice versa. Each participant will review only one vignette, 
as this is a between-subjects design. 
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6.4.6 Vignette Questionnaire 
The Vignette Questionnaire asks respondents to address questions inquire about 
participants’ ratings of grit and resilience to the subject of the vignette. The respondent 
will provide responses on a five-point scale ranging from 5 (“very much like Carl,”) to 1 
(“not at all like Carl”). The items included in this questionnaire reflect items in both the 
Resilience Scale and Grit Scale-S, mixed together.  
6.4.7 Validation Questionnaire 
In addition to responding to the items included from the RS-14 and Grit-S regarding 
the vignette subject, participants will be asked to respond to items thought to comprise 
proposed domains or factors in the constructs of grit and resilience according to 
developers of said measures. For example, equanimity was suggested as a domain in 
resilience so the item “Staying positive increases your chances of overcoming adversity.” 
is included. Additionally, two face valid items are included in this questionnaire in efforts 
to clearly determine whether participants find that the subject of the vignette is resilient 
and/or gritty. The respondent will provide responses on a five-point scale ranging from 5 
(“definitely true”) to 1 (“definitely false”). 
7. Statistical Plan 
7.1 Preliminary Analyses 
7.1.1 Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for all demographic variables, including participants’ sex; 
age; race/ethnicity; education level; and stressful life events will be analyzed and 
reported. Means and variability will be reported for all of the quantitative self-report 
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instruments.  
7.2 Main Analyses 
7.2.1 Hypotheses 
The primary hypothesis regarding the relationship between grit and resilience will 
be evaluated by calculating a Pearson correlation between participant’s scores on the 
Resilience Scale (RS-14) and Grit Scale (GR-S). Further analyses to determine what 
factors comprise resilience and grit will be conducted using an exploratory factor 
analysis. This will first be conducted on the RS-14 and Grit-S separately in efforts to 
replicate findings by developers Wagnild and Young (1993) and Duckworth and Quinn 
(2009). To test hypothesis 2, an additional exploratory factor analysis will be conducted 
on the combination of both measures, RS-14 and Grit-S, to determine whether a separate 
factor can be identified for each construct. Hypothesis 3, regarding grit, and Hypothesis 
4, regarding resilience, will be tested by calculating a between subjects Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) as each of the three variables included in the vignettes were 
systematically manipulated.  
7.2.2 Power Analyses 
To ensure adequate statistical power (.80) with a medium effect size (.3), 84 
participants are needed for the Pearson correlation. To ensure adequate statistical power, 
300 participants are needed for the Exploratory Factor Analysis. To ensure adequate 
statistical power (.80) with a medium effect size (.25), 158 participants are needed for the 
analyses of variance. Therefore, a total sample size of at least N= 300 will be collected. 
SPSS statistical software will be utilized for all data analyses. For all primary analyses, 
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effect sizes will be calculated. PROCESS mediation and moderation statistical software 
may also be utilized for further analyses. 
7.3 Clinical Implications 
This project stands to provide preliminary evidence on the subjects or resilience 
and grit. This evidence may inform future protocols and interventions, such as those 
aiming to promote or foster resilience and grit in individuals.  
7.4 Ethical Considerations 
Participation in the research study may include risks to participants. Participants 
will asked to endorse some potentially traumatic experiences and this may cause some 
degree of distress. The probability of this risk is minimal given the online status of the 
survey and the freedom to withdraw by simply discontinuing participation.   
There will be no personally identifying information gathered. All survey 
responses from participants will be stored in a database that will only be accessible by the 
study investigators. The database will be stored on a password-protected computer drive 
in a locked room. Since personal identifiers will not be collected, even in the unlikely 
event of a breach of privacy it would not be possible to link results to a specific 
participant.  
Completion of the study measures may produce other stress. The probability and 
magnitude of psychological harm to participants is commensurate with that normally 
encountered in their daily lives, or in the routine psychological examination of healthy 
persons. The duration of this risk is thought to be restricted to the study sessions. To 
manage this risk, information on resources for psychological help will be provided to 
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participants at the end of the survey. Participants will be provided with contact 
information for Kirk Heilbrun, PhD, a licensed psychologist. 
8. Results 
8.1 Sample Demographics 
8.1.1 Descriptive Statistics 
Table 1 
Gender by Age Frequencies 
 
 
The total sample size for the current study is N = 313. One participant failed to 
meet age requirements for inclusion criteria for the study and was therefore excluded 
from all analyses with the exception of frequencies for descriptive statistics. Of the 313 
participants, 39.3% were female (N = 123) and 60.7% were male (N = 
190).  Participants’ age ranged from younger than 18 years old (.3%) to older than 70 
years old (.3%).  The vast majority of participants reported being between the ages of 26 
years old and 45 years old (59.1%). The average age range reported by participants was 
between the ages of 26 and 45 years old (SD = .654) The remaining participants reported 
being between the ages of 18 years old and 25 years old, (18.2%), and being between the 
ages of 46 years old and 70 years old (22%). Caucasian/non-Latino was the highest 
frequency of reported race (79.9%), followed by African American (6.7%), Asian/Pacific 
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Islander (6.7%), Latino (3.5%), and Other/mixed (2.9%). Some college or more was the 
highest level of education endorsed by the vast majority of participants (86.6%), followed 
by GED or some high school (11.8%), and no GED or high school equivalent (1.3%). 
8.1.1.2 Table 2 
Race by Education Level Frequencies 
 
 
8.2 Preliminary Analyses 
8.2.1 Hypothesis 1 
It was hypothesized (two-tailed) that grit and resilience would be correlated 
constructs. This was evaluated by calculating a Pearson correlation between participants’ 
scores on the Resilience Scale (RS-14) and Grit Scale (GR-S).  The Pearson correlation 
revealed that grit and resilience, as measured by the Resilience Scale (RS-14) and Grit 
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Scale (GR-S), are significantly negatively correlated, r = -.587, p < .000. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. According to the observed relationship, higher levels of grit 
were significantly associated with lower levels of resilience.  
8.2.2 Hypothesis 2 
Table 3 
Factor Analysis of Combined RS-14 & GR-S: Eigenvalues and Variance 
 
Item  
Initial Eigenvalues 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 9.328 35.876 35.876 8.493 32.667 32.667 
2 4.325 16.635 52.511 4.263 16.395 49.062 
3 2.661 10.234 62.745 
4 .846 3.252 65.997 
5 .729 2.806 68.803 
6 .638 2.453 71.256 
7 .596 2.294 73.549 
8 .578 2.225 75.774 
9 .564 2.171 77.945 
10 .509 1.958 79.903 
11 .486 1.868 81.771 
12 .474 1.822 83.593 
13 .461 1.772 85.365 
14 .419 1.611 86.976 
15 .385 1.483 88.459 
16 .367 1.412 89.871 
17 .351 1.350 91.221 
18 .317 1.219 92.439 
19 .310 1.194 93.633 
 
It was hypothesized that both grit and resilience would load on a single factor. To 
test hypothesis 2, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted using both constructs, 
measured by the RS-14 and Grit-S, with a sample of N= 312. The principal axis factor 
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analysis was conducted on the 26 items with varimax rotation. A strong Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure was observed and therefore verified the sampling adequacy for the 
analysis, KMO = .938. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in 
the data. Three factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination 
explained 62.745% of the variance. The scree plot displayed a point of inflexion beyond 
the third factor. This justifies retaining either two or three factors. We retained two 
factors because nearly all factor loading values on the third factor were lower than the 
loading value on one of the other two factors, and factor 3 contributed only 13.68% of 
overall variance. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest that factor 1 represents 
resilience, while factor 2 represents perseverance/fickleness. These two factors reflect an 
internal structure that divides resilience and grit into distinct constructs. See Table 1 for 
eigenvalues and the percentage of variance explained, and refer to Table 2 for factor 
loadings after rotation.  
Table 4 
Factor Analysis of Combined RS-14 & GR-S:  
 
  Component 
Item # Statement 1 2 
R6 I am determined. .817  
R13 My life has meaning. .810  
R11 My belief in myself gets me through hard times. .802  
R14 
When I'm in a difficult situation, I can usually find my way 
out of it. 
.801  
R4 I am friends with myself. .788  
R2 I feel proud that I have accomplished things in life. .783  
R5 I feel that I can handle many things at a time. .770  
R9 I keep interested in things. .764  
R8 I have self-discipline. .746  
R10 I can usually find something to laugh about. .744  
R3 I usually take things in stride. .742  
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R7 
I can get through difficult times because I've experienced 
difficulty before. .731 
 
R12 In an emergency, I'm someone people can generally rely 
on. 
.692  
R1 I usually manage one way or another. .504  
GR8 I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take 
more than a few months to complete 
 .625 
GR12 I am diligent -.469 .616 
GR3 My interests change from year to year  .603 
GR5 
I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a 
short time but later lost interest. 
 .585 
GR1 I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important 
challenge 
-.418 .580 
GR6 I am a hard worker. -.468 .576 
GR10 I have achieved a goal that took years of work -.427 .554 
GR9 I finish whatever I begin. -.438 .550 
GR2 
New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from 
previous ones 
 .522 
GR7 I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one  .513 
GR4 Setbacks don't discourage me. -.400 .437 
GR11 I become interested in new pursuits every few months  .504 
8.2.3 Hypothesis 3 
It was hypothesized that there would be a significant difference in participants’ 
rating of Carl’s resilience influenced by the manipulated variables (protective factors, 
outcome, and perspective). Main effects for resilience on the variables of protective 
factors and outcome were of primary interest. Hypothesis 3 was tested by calculating a 2 
(Protective factors: present or absent) x 2 (Outcome: positive vs. negative) x 2 
(Perspective: positive vs. negative) between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to 
examine the impact of these independent variables on the rated resilience level of Carl, 
the figure in the vignette. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was performed to 
test for homogeneity. This test revealed a nonsignificant result, indicating that the 
assumption of homogeneity of variance was not violated, F (7, 304) = 1.765, p = .094. 
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Normality was further considered by comparing skewness and kurtosis values with their 
respective standard errors. This revealed that the “present” level of the Protective Factor 
variable and “positive” level of the Perspective variable reflect kurtotic but not skewed 
distributions. The remaining distributions were normal (see Table 3 for descriptives by 
condition).  
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics for Resilience Ratings by Condition  
 
Vignette Condition N M SD 
Std 
Error 
Protective Factor, Positive Perspective, Positive Outcome 35 85.77 10.94 1.85 
Protective Factor, Positive Perspective, Negative Outcome 35 84.09 16.98 2.87 
No Protective Factor, Positive Perspective, Negative Outcome 56 76.39 12.47 1.67 
No Protective Factors, Positive Perspective, Positive Outcome 32 81.97 13.18 2.33 
No Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Negative 
Outcome  
42 63.67 16.86 2.60 
No Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Positive Outcome 36 75.64 13.37 2.23 
Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Positive Outcome 44 74.25 10.32 1.56 
Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Negative Outcome  32 56.50 17.58 3.11 
 
Table 6 
Three-way Analysis of Variance: Resilience x Variable Descriptives 
 
Variable Level N M 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Protective 
Factor 
Present 146 75.152 1.170 72.850 77.453 
Absent 166 74.417 1.113 72.226 76.608 
Perspective Positive 158 82.055 1.667 79.804 84.305 
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 Negative 154 67.514 1.140 65.271 69.757 
Outcome 
 
Positive 147 79.407 1.165 77.114 81.701 
Negative 165 70.161 1.118 67.962 72.361 
Total  312 74.74 .935 72.538 77.031 
 
Table 7  
Between-Subjects Effects: Resilience x Variable(s) 
  
Comparison df 
Mean 
Square F p = 
Effect 
Size Power 
Corrected Model 7 3568.189 18.114 .000 .294 1.000 
Perspective 1 15971.32 81.079 .000 .211 1.000 
Outcome 1 6457.552 32.782 .000 .097 1.000 
Protective Factor * Perspective 1 1898.105 9.636 .002 .031 .872 
Perspective * Outcome 1 2381.702 12.091 .001 .038 .934 
Error 304 196.984     
Total 312      
Corrected Total 311      
  
Rated resilience was affected by the individual’s perspective in the face of 
adversity and the outcome of their adverse experiences, as reflected by statistically 
significant main effects for Perspective [F (1, 311) = 81.079, p < .000 ηp2 = .211] and 
Outcome [F (1, 311) = 32.782, p < .000 ηp2 = .097].  There was no main effect for 
Protective factors (see Table 4). Of greater importance for interpretive purposes, there 
were two-way interactions between Protective factor and Perspective [F (1, 311) = 9.636, 
p < .002 ηp2 = .03], and between Perspective and Outcome [F (1, 311) = 12.091, p < .001 
ηp2 = .038]. This indicates that although Protective factors do not have a main effect on 
rated resilience, they do moderate the impact of Perspective and Outcome on rated 
resilience. There was no significant three-way interaction. (see Table 5).  
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Figure 1. Carl’s Resilience Interaction: Perspective X Protective Factor 
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Figure 2. Carl’s Resilience Interaction: Perspective X Outcome 
 
8.2.4 Hypothesis 4 
It was hypothesized that there would be a significant difference in participants’ 
attribution of Carl’s grit by the presentation of the same manipulated variables. 
Hypothesis 4 was tested by calculating a 2 (Protective factors: present or absent) x 2 
(Outcome: positive vs. negative) x 2 (Perspective: positive vs. negative) between subjects 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to examine the difference in the participants’ rating of 
Carl’s grit level (dependent variable). This ANOVA was used to examine the difference 
in the participants’ attribution of Carl’s grit level (dependent variable) depending on 
whether he had protective factors, the nature of the outcomes of adverse life events in his 
life, and his perspective in the face of adversity. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error 
Variances was performed to test for homogeneity. This test revealed a significant result, 
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indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated F (7, 304) = 
2.477, p = .017. No corrections were made for this violation as the Corrected Model will 
be used for analyses. Normality was further considered by comparing skewness and 
kurtosis values with their respective standard errors. This revealed that on the “positive” 
level of the Perspective variable reflect a skewed but not kurtotic distribution. The 
remaining distributions were normal (see Table 6 for descriptives by condition).  
Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics for Grit Ratings by Condition  
 
Vignette Condition N M SD 
Std. 
Error 
Protective Factor, Positive Perspective, Positive Outcome 35 3.34 .393 .066 
Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Positive Outcome 35 3.92 .498 .084 
No Protective Factor, Positive Perspective, Negative 
Outcome 56 3.48 .541 .072 
No Protective Factors, Positive Perspective, Positive 
Outcome 32 3.87 .690 .122 
No Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Negative 
Outcome  42 3.00 .603 .093 
No Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Positive Outcome 36 3.76 .560 .093 
Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Positive Outcome 44 3.54 .562 .085 
Protective Factor, Negative Perspective, Negative Outcome  32 2.95 .567 .100 
 
Table 9 
Three-way Analysis of Variance: Grit x Variable Descriptives 
 
Variable Level N M Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Protective 
Factor 
Present 146 3.437 .046 3.346 3.528 
Absent 166 3.529 .044 3.442 3.615 
Perspective 
 
Positive 158 3.653 .045 3.564 3.742 
Negative 154 3.313 .045 3.224 3.402 
Outcome 
 
Positive 147 3.629 .046 3.538 3.720 
Negative 165 3.337 .044 3.250 3.424 
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Total  312 3.483 .045 3.394 3.571 
 
Table 10 
Between-Subjects Effects: Grit x Variables 
  
Comparison df 
Mean 
Square F p = 
Effect 
Size Power 
Corrected Model 7 4.893 15.834 .000 .267 1.000 
Perspective 1 8.727 28.239 .000 .085 1.000 
Outcome 1 6.444 20.853 .000 .064 .995 
ProtectiveFactor * Outcome 1 6.221 20.131 .000 .062 .994 
Perspective * Outcome 1 11.338 36.690 .000 .108 1.000 
ProtectiveFactor * Perspective * Outcome 1 2.980 9.643 .002 .031 .872 
Error 304 .309     
Total 312      
Corrected Total 311      
 
There were significant main effects for Perspective [F (1, 311) = 28.239, p < .000 
ηp2 = .085] and Outcome [F (1, 311) = 20.853, p < .000 ηp2 = .064].  Hypothesis 3 was 
partly supported, as a main effect for Perspective was observed (see Table 7). Two-way 
interactions were observed for Protective factor and Outcome [F (1, 311) = 20.131, p < 
.000 ηp2 = .062], and Perspective and Outcome [F (1, 311) = 36.69, p < .000 ηp2 = .108]. 
The three-way interaction of Protective factor, Perspective, and Outcome was also 
significant [F (1, 311) = 9.643, p < .002 ηp2 = .031] (see Table 8). This three-way 
interaction provides evidence that all three independent variables function in a complex 
way as they affect rated grit, and a somewhat more complex way than rated resilience 
(which did not have a significant three-way interaction).  
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Figure 3. Carl’s Grit Interaction: Outcome X Protective Factor 
 
 
  
COMPARING RESILIENCE AND GRIT  46 
Figure 4. Carl’s Grit Interaction: Outcome X Perspective 
 
 
8.2.5 Data Checking 
 Given the unexpected nature of the present findings (i.e., the negative relationship 
between resilience and grit), the data were checked carefully for errors in data entry, 
coding, and scoring. As part of this additional checking, three pairs of items from the RS-
14 and the GR-S were selected for comparison (RS9 vs GR2, RS14 vs GR1, and RS3 vs 
GR4) on the basis of their face valid meanings and expected relationships. Correlations 
were run between each pair. None of these correlations were observed to be in the 
expected direction, which led to the decision to further screen the data for possible errors. 
There were two primary possibilities. First, it was possible that there was an error in 
coding such that the items and constructs that should be positively correlated appear 
negatively correlated. Second, there could have been major problems with random 
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responding or other idiosyncratic response styles among participants in this sample that 
yielded misleading findings. A series of analyses were conducted on each pair, and total 
resilience and grit scores to test for these possibilities and reliability of the measures 
used.  
Table 11 
RS9 vs GR2 Crosstabulation 
 
 
The comparison between items RS9 and GR2 yielded a nonsignificant correlation 
of r = -.084, p = .138. It was hypothesized that this comparison would yield an inverse 
relationship between the two items. Therefore, to further investigate this finding, a 
crosstabulation comparing participants’ responses to RS9 and GR2 were calculated in 
SPSS. This showed that a large number of participants responded neutrally on both items 
RS9 and GR2. An attempt to control for this was made by removing both neutral 
response options from both individual items then re-analyzing the data by correlating the 
individual items. Correlations on the corrected response set revealed (again) that the two 
items were unrelated, with and without the neutrals. This controls for some influence. 
While there is a very large set of neutrals on the GR2, taking out both sets of neutrals 
failed to make a difference.  
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Table 12 
RS14 vs GR1 Crosstabulation 
 
 
The comparison between items RS14 and GR1 yielded a significant correlation of 
r = -.404, p < .000. It was hypothesized that this comparison would yield a positive 
relationship between these items. Therefore, to further investigate this finding, a 
crosstabulation comparing participants’ responses to RS14 and GR1 were calculated in 
SPSS. This revealed that a large number of participants endorsed high resilience but very 
few of those same participants endorsed high grit scores. Indeed, participants tended to 
endorse lower grit scores in general (see Table 10).  It is not clear why. 
The comparison between items RS3 and GR4 yielded a significant correlation of r 
= -.374, p < .000. It was hypothesized that this comparison would yield a positive 
relationship between these items. To further investigate this finding, a crosstabulation 
comparing participant’s responses on item RS3 and GR4 was calculated. Again, there 
was a large number of neutral responses on the Grit item solely whereas on the resilience 
item participants endorsed higher resilience scores, mostly. A possible limitation for the 
GR4 is that participants may have misinterpreted how to respond to the item because of 
the negative in the item (Setbacks don’t discourage me) whereas the RS3 is phrased in a 
positive manner (I usually take things in stride).  
Table 13 
RS3 vs GR4 Crosstabulation 
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Correlations were run comparing individual items on each measure to test for 
random responding. These correlations all resulted in coefficients in the expected 
direction. This rules out random responding.  Additionally, review of the correlations of 
all RS-14 items in comparison to the total resilience score (RSTotal) revealed that the 
items on the RS-14 are highly correlated to the total indicating higher reliability of the 
items on this scale to the total score. 
Table 14 
Correlations of RSTotal vs Individual RS Items 
 
 
Review of the correlations of all the GR-S items in comparison to the GRTotal 
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revealed that the items on the GR-S are not as highly correlated with the total, indicating 
less reliability of the items on this scale to their total score. It should be noted, however, 
that the grit items are still significantly correlated to their total score and may be tapping 
into different parts of the construct by asking dissimilar questions, as some are unrelated 
to each other.  
Table 15 
GRTotal vs Individual GR Items 
 
 Table 16 
GR2 vs GRTotal Correlation Coefficient 
The reverse scoring on the 
GR-S was tested for errors by 
calculating correlations between 
reverse coded items and the overall 
GR Total. These correlations 
between the total grit score and 
COMPARING RESILIENCE AND GRIT  51 
items GR2, GR3, GR5, ∇GR7, GR8, and GR11 respectively all resulted in correlations in 
the expected direction. This rules out errors in the reverse coding of the GR-S.  
        
Figure 5. RS Total Distribution 
The items on the grit scale have lower internal reliability than those on the 
resilience measure. The other complication was that on several items participants 
endorsed a large number of neutral responses to items on the grit scale, resulting in a 
more normal distribution. But participants endorsed higher resilience scores overall, 
resulting in a more positively skewed distribution (see Figures 1 and 2).  
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Figure 6. GRTotal Distribution 
 
8.2.5 Supplemental Analyses 
In efforts to further explore these data for errors in analyses, a second exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted. The exploratory factor analysis was test on a recoded 
version of participants’ RS-14 scores in combination with their original GR-S scores. 
This recoding of participant’s RS-14 scores was used to test whether the difference in 
Likert scale lengths could be the cause of the near perfect loadings, observed from this 
data, that carved resilience and grit into two separate constructs. The RS-14 was recoded 
by collapsing values 2 and 3 into 2, 4 into 3, 5 and 6 into 4, and 7 into 5. The value of 1 
remained the same. This was done to mirror the interval utilized in the Likert scale on the 
GR-S. The new-scaled RS-14 scores seemed to have little effect on the factor analysis. 
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The new factor analysis reveals a true two-factor model, according to the scree plot, 
although items clustered into four factors. The first factor, which seems to contain some 
elements of determination and the belief in oneself, purpose, and life, explained 28.71% 
of variance. The second (diligence) and third (steadfast interest) factors contribute 
approximately a mere 13% each to the explained variance. Further, the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin obtained was approximately equal to the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin observed in the 
initial factor analysis (KMO= .932). The fourth factor (determination) contributed 
approximately 5% of the explained variance (Total Explained variance= 60.504%) even 
though this factor only clustered item RS1, “I usually manage one way or another.” It is 
notable that this is the strongest factor loading of all loadings across all factors (.84) (see 
Table 17).  
Table 17 
Factor Analysis of Combined New Scaled RS-14 & GR-S 
Rotated Component Matrixa 
Item 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 
RS11* My belief in myself gets me through hard times. .81    
RS4* I am friends with myself. .77    
RS7* I can get through difficult times because I've 
experienced difficulty before. 
.76    
RS10* I can usually find something to laugh about. .76    
RS6* I am determined. .74    
RS14* When I'm in a difficult situation, I can usually find 
my way out of it. 
.74    
RS3* I usually take things in stride. .74    
RS13* My life has meaning. .73    
RS2* I feel proud that I have accomplished things in 
life. 
.71    
RS5* I feel that I can handle many things at a time. .70    
RS12* In an emergency, I'm someone people can 
generally rely on. 
.62    
RS9* I keep interested in things. .62    
RS8* I have self-discipline. .61 -.32   
GR12 I am diligent -.32 .74   
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GR10 I have achieved a goal that took years of work  .74   
GR9 I finish whatever I begin.  .68 .32  
GR1 I have overcome setbacks to conquer an 
important challenge 
 .67   
GR6 I am a hard worker. -.44 .59   
GR4 Setbacks don't discourage me. -.36 .57   
GR5 I have been obsessed with a certain idea or 
project for a short time but later lost interest. 
  .78  
GR3 My interests change from year to year   .78  
GR2 New ideas and projects sometimes distract me 
from previous ones 
  .74  
GR8 I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects 
that take more than a few months to complete 
  .72 -.35 
GR11 I become interested in new pursuits every few 
months  
  .72  
GR7 I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a 
different one 
  .65  
RS1* I usually manage one way or another.    .84 
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
9. Discussion 
9.1 Main Findings 
This project began by describing two prominent constructs in positive 
psychology—grit and resilience—that may be related. Both have been researched 
extensively. But despite growing interest in understanding these constructs, the two had 
yet to be empirically examined together. Although there have been different 
operationalizations of each construct in various studies, the generally-accepted 
operationalizations of each are similar. The goals of this project were to provide 
empirical evidence on the relationship between grit and resilience.  
The results from this study were unexpected.  Efforts to rule out potential 
confounds were made, but it remains unclear why grit and resilience should be negatively 
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related.  Certainly it is important that future researchers conduct similar projects to 
determine whether the present results are replicated. Considering the steps taken to rule 
out error in the data collection and analyses, the results as observed are discussed—but 
with caution. 
The testing of the first hypothesis, measuring the relationship between resilience 
and grit by Pearson’s correlation coefficient, resulted in the rejection of the null 
hypothesis. According to the observed relationship, higher levels of grit were 
significantly associated with lower levels of resilience. Considered with the results of the 
factor analysis, this suggests that grit and resilience are distinct constructs that are 
negatively related. Nearly all of the items for the RS-14 loaded on factor 1 (resilience). 
All of the items from the GR-S loaded on factor 2 (perseverance/fickleness) and 
negatively n factor 1 (resilience). These two factors reflect an internal structure that 
distinguishes resilience and grit. This may be because grit is most often used as a 
predictor of achievement whereas resilience as a construct is much less goal oriented. 
What seem to be much more central to resilience are qualities such as adaptability and 
flexibility.  
The ANOVAs testing the variables affecting a rating of resilience or grit yielded 
notable results as well. Hypothesis 3 examined the impact of outcome, perspective, and 
protective factors on the rated resilience level of Carl, the figure in the vignette. Main 
effects for resilience on the variables of protective factors and outcome were of primary 
interest. Results indicate that the presence of protective factors moderated the influence 
of the other two variables (outlook and outcome). There were also two-way interactions 
observed between variables: Protective factor and Perspective, and between Perspective 
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and Outcome. These interactions revealed that when Carl displayed a negative 
perspective in the face of adversity and had an absence of protective factors, 
participants rated Carl as having levels of resilience that fall on the low end of the 
spectrum. When Carl displayed a positive perspective in the face of adversity and had an 
absence of protective factors, participants rated Carl as having moderate levels of 
resilience. When Carl displayed a positive perspective in the face of adversity and 
protective factors were present, participants rated Carl as having moderately high levels 
of resilience. When Carl displayed a negative perspective in the face of adversity and had 
a presence of protective factors, participants rated Carl as having levels of resilience that 
fall on the low end of the spectrum. In this case, participants rated Carl’s resilience 
lowest overall across Perspective and Protective Factor variables. Regarding the two-way 
interaction on participants’ attribution of Carl’s resilience on variables Perspective and 
Outcome, participants rated Carl as having moderately high levels of resilience when 
Carl displayed a positive perspective in the face of adversity and had a positive outcome 
after the adversity. Participants rated Carl as having moderate levels of resilience when 
Carl displayed a negative perspective in the face of adversity and had a positive outcome 
after the adversity, and when Carl displayed a positive perspective in the face of 
adversity and had a negative outcome after the adversity. Lastly, participants rated Carl 
as having levels of resilience that fall on the low end of the spectrum when Carl displayed 
a negative perspective in the face of adversity and had a negative outcome after the 
adversity. In this case, participants rated Carl’s resilience lowest overall across 
Perspective and Outcome variables. For both sets of two-way interactions, the Outcome 
and positive Perspective variable seems to be driving the effects on participants’ 
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attribution of Carl’s resilience level. These interactions suggest that resilience is 
perceived in a complex way that goes beyond simple main effects. These findings align 
with evidence from prior empirical work on this subject. As previously explained, 
Wagnild and colleagues (Wagnild & Young, 1993) argue that resilience is a multifaceted 
construct that includes elements of purpose/meaningfulness, equanimity, self-reliance, 
and existential aloneness. With the findings from this study, Perspective, or equanimity 
according to Wagnild and colleagues, is shown to have a large effect of how a person’s 
resilience is perceived. On the other hand, this project provides evidence that a person’s 
outcome following an adverse event has a big effect on how a person’s resilience is rated. 
The present results offer evidence for the multifaceted and complex nature of this 
construct, which may be strengthened by having certain role models throughout life.  
Hypothesis 4, the final hypothesis, focused on rated level of grit depending on the 
presence of the same three variables:  protective factors, the nature of the outcomes of 
adverse life events, and perspective in the face of adversity. It was hypothesized that a 
main effect for grit on perspective following a negative event would be observed.  
However, the ANOVA revealed an even more complex interaction of variables than with 
the previous analysis of resilience. Two-way interactions were observed for variables: 
Protective factor and Outcome, and Perspective and Outcome. These interactions 
revealed that when Carl suffered a negative outcome and had protective factors 
present, participants rated Carl as having moderately low levels of grit. The same was 
true when Carl had a positive outcome after the adversity and had protective factors 
present. When Carl suffered a negative outcome and had an absence of protective factors, 
participants rated Carl as having low levels of grit. Participants rated Carl as having 
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higher levels of grit in instances where Carl had a positive outcome after an adverse 
experience and an absence of protective factors. Regarding the two-way interaction on 
participants’ attribution of Carl’s resilience on variables Perspective and Outcome, 
participants rated Carl as having low levels of grit when Carl suffered a negative outcome 
and maintained a negative perspective in the face of adversity. When Carl suffered a 
negative outcome and maintained a positive perspective in the face of adversity, 
participants rated Carl as having higher levels of grit. The same was true when Carl had a 
positive outcome and maintained a negative perspective, and when Carl had a positive 
outcome and maintained a positive perspective. For both sets of two-way interactions, the 
Outcome and positive Perspective variable seems to be driving the effects on 
participants’ attribution of Carl’s grit level. This is reasonable, as grit is often used as a 
measure of achievement and considered as a contributor toward attaining goals. A 
significant three-way interaction was also observed. This complex interaction provides 
evidence that all three independent variables function in a way that affect how 
participants rated Carl’s grit level. The differing findings from testing resilience and grit 
measures does suggest that they operate somewhat differently in how people see them 
applied. 
This project began by observing that the wording of items of resilience and grit 
scales were similar, that descriptions of both constructs sounded comparable, and that the 
words used to define qualities of resilient people and gritty people are also similar. 
Through review of current and past empirical work, it was determined that the general 
view within the field, noticing all the similarities between the two Positive Psychology 
constructs, is that resilience may be a part of the larger construct of grit. The present 
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findings, if they were replicated, would suggest that the negative correlation and factor 
analytic distinction provide evidence that the neither is contained within the other. It 
could be that resilience and grit are distinct but related constructs that share some 
qualities and differ on others, and those differences are what make them negatively 
correlated. For example, items on the GR-S show that diligence is an important quality of 
gritty individuals whereas determination is an important quality of resilient individuals. 
Grit Scale item 10 reads “I have achieved a goal that took years of work.”   This certainly 
sounds like it would be endorsed by a determined person. According to Duckworth and 
colleagues (Duckworth, et al, 2007), those low on grit will be affected by boredom and 
disappointment, making it more likely that they will quit or change courses. Gritty 
individuals, by contrast will stay on the same trajectory or course, continually striving 
toward the same goal. Resilient individuals are hard wired to rebound from setbacks. For 
the resilient, low-grit person, disappointment will signal that it is time to change course--
but not to give up believing in one’s larger purpose.  
 Further, there are possible adverse consequences of higher levels of grit--but no 
comparable limitations to being resilient. A potential disadvantage to high grit, by 
definition, is not recognizing when it’s time to change course when striving to achieve a 
goal that may be unrealistic or unattainable for that individual. With resilience, there is no 
persistence toward to the same goal over many years, but there is perseverance in 
attaining other goals.  
9.2 Limitations 
One of the most important limitations in the interpretation and generalization of 
these findings involves data validity. It is possible that the unexpected nature of these 
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findings may be an artifact of error in design, implementation, coding, or analysis.  Each 
was considered and carefully checked, but only multiple replications can function as the 
ultimate check. One striking aspect of the present results is that across all age groups and 
both genders, participants endorsed higher levels of resilience and lower levels of grit. 
This is most interesting since grit is most often used as a predictor of achievement and the 
majority of participants in the present study reported having received college and post 
college degrees. This could be an artifact of participant’s misunderstanding the double-
negative items on the GR-S, or because participants had to respond to all questions. It 
stands to reason that if item wording created confusion, participants might tend to select 
neutral responses.  
It is recommended that future research include manipulation checks at regular 
intervals within the survey. Future research should also include different populations such 
as transition age youth, offenders, and elder members of society. It would be interesting 
to observe the impact of protective factors, perspective, and outcome on rated resilience 
and grit in these populations. 
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APPENDIX A 
          Recruitment Script 
 
Recently there has been much discussion about people who experience adversity and how 
this affects them. Research has shown that the prevalence of adversity is surprisingly high 
and coping with the effects of adversity can lead to many negative outcomes in life 
including mental and physical health, and social functioning. But, research has also 
shown that despite the high prevalence of adversity experienced, most people are able to 
cope well with experiencing adversity and it’s effects. So then, as psychologists, we 
wanted to know how this was possible. In looking into this phenomenon, two human 
characteristics have been uncovered: grit and resilience. The way we have come to 
understand how grit and resilience operate has been questioned and now we want to 
figure out what the difference might be, if there is one. We are interested in your opinions 
about this. Attached is a survey asking for your opinion regarding grit and resilience, and 
your individual levels of grit and resilience. This survey will take approximately 5-10 
minutes to complete. It consists of questions about your life experiences, demographic 
information, and a short introduction to a guy named Carl. After being introduced to Carl, 
you will be asked some questions about him. This research study is being conducted on 
behalf of Drexel University and has been approved by the Drexel University Institutional 
Review Board. Your participation is completely voluntary and no personal identifying 
information will collected or kept about you. By taking the survey, you are indicating 
your voluntary participation. If you participate, you can choose to stop at any time. 
 
In order to take this survey you must be over 18, a citizen of the United States, fluent in 
English, and computer literate. 
 
The survey is completely anonymous. You will receive $0.50 compensation for your 
participation in this study. At the end of the survey, you will be directed back to the M-
Turk HIT page to enter your study ID and submit your responses. Providing this 
information is required to receive compensation. If you are willing to participate, please 
click the button below to begin. 
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APPENDIX B 
          Demographic Questionnaire 
 
1. Gender 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Other 
2. Age 
a. < 18 years old 
b. 18-25 
c. 26-45 
d. 46-70 
e. >70 years old 
3. Race 
a. Latino 
b. Black, non-Latino 
c. White, non-Latino 
d. Asian/Pacific Islander 
e. Other/mixed 
4. Highest achieved level of education 
a. Did not earn GED or high school diploma 
b. GED or high school graduate 
c. Some college or more 
5. Criminal History 
a. Have you ever been charge with a 
6. Number of prior convictions 
a. 0 
b. 1 or more 
7. Involved in a meaningful romantic relationship? 
a. Yes 
b. No
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APPENDIX C 
Adverse Childhood Experience (ACE) Questionnaire 
 While you were growing up, during your first 18 years of life: 1. Did a parent or other adult in the household often … Swear at you, insult you, put you down, or humiliate you? or Act in a way that made you afraid that you might be physically hurt? Yes  No  2. Did a parent or other adult in the household often … Push, grab, slap, or throw something at you? or Ever hit you so hard that you had marks or were injured? Yes  No  3. Did an adult or person at least 5 years older than you ever… Touch or fondle you or have you touch their body in a sexual way? or Try to or actually have oral, anal, or vaginal sex with you? Yes  No  4. Did you often feel that … No one in your family loved you or thought you were important or special? or Your family didn’t look out for each other, feel close to each other, or support each other? Yes  No  5. Did you often feel that … You didn’t have enough to eat, had to wear dirty clothes, and had no one to protect you? or Your parents were too drunk or high to take care of you or take you to the doctor if you needed it? Yes  No  6. Were your parents ever separated or divorced? Yes  No  7. Was your mother or stepmother: 
 Often pushed, grabbed, slapped, or had something thrown at her? 
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or Sometimes or often kicked, bitten, hit with a fist, or hit with something hard? or Ever repeatedly hit over at least a few minutes or threatened with a gun or knife? Yes  No  8. Did you live with anyone who was a problem drinker or alcoholic or who used street drugs? Yes  No  9. Was a household member depressed or mentally ill or did a household member attempt suicide? Yes  No  10. Did a household member go to prison? Yes  No  
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APPENDIX D 
          14-Item Resilience Scale 
 
Please read the following statements. To the right of each you will find seven numbers, 
ranging from "1" (Strongly Disagree) on the left to "7" (Strongly Agree) on the right. 
Circle the number which best indicates your feelings about that statement. For example, 
if you strongly disagree with a statement, circle "1". If you are neutral, circle "4", and if 
you strongly agree, circle "7", etc. Choose only one answer per item. Circle the number in the appropriate column.  
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APPENDIX E 
          12-Item Grit Scale 
 
Directions for taking the Grit Scale: Here are a number of statements that may or may not 
apply to you. For the most accurate score, when responding, think of how you compare to 
most people -- not just the people you know well, but most people in the world. There are 
no right or wrong answers, so just answer honestly! 
 1. I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important challenge.  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  2. New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  3. My interests change from year to year.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  4. Setbacks don’t discourage me.  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  5. I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all 
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 6. I am a hard worker.  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  7. I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  8. I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few months to complete.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  9. I finish whatever I begin.  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  10. I have achieved a goal that took years of work.  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  11. I become interested in new pursuits every few months.*  Very much like me  Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all  12. I am diligent.  Very much like me 
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 Mostly like me  Somewhat like me  Not much like me  Not like me at all 
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APPENDIX F 
          Vignettes 1-8 
 
Vignette #1   
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. 
Although his parents divorced, Carl maintained a healthy, positive relationship with his 
father. They were close as he grew up and maintained that close relationship into his 
adult years. Carl and his father spent much time together, including fishing trips with 
Carl's paternal grandfather, the second closest connection he had in his immediate 
family.  At age 13, Carl lost his grandfather as he lost his battle with lung cancer. From 
6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because he was poor. 
Despite these unfortunate circumstances, Carl managed to remain optimistic and level 
headed and went on to graduate in the top 7% of his graduating high school class. During 
difficult times, Carl relied on his dream of becoming a pediatrician to provide a greater 
meaning for his life. With grades and hopes as high as Carl’s, college was the next logical 
step. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and excelling, in 
biochemistry. Unfortunately, Carl had to drop out of college in the middle of his junior 
year due to a lack of ability to fund his education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl 
maintained exemplary grades and a work-study position as an assistant librarian on 
campus. Additionally, Carl had gone to maternal and paternal relatives seeking assistance 
to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from ABC and take a job as a bartender. 
Even though Carl was devastated, he took pride in viewing unfortunate circumstances in 
life as strengthening and shaping him into the best version of himself. Carl’s bartending 
job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own bar. To achieve this goal, 
Carl setup a budget and five year plan and followed through with it for its duration. Two 
years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and Carl were still estranged at 
the time of his death, yet his death affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl is a husband, 
father of two, owner and operator of a popular local bar.  Carl continues to be optimistic 
about the future.  
 
Vignette #2 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. 
Although his parents divorced, Carl maintained a healthy, positive relationship with his 
father. They were close as he grew up and maintained that close relationship into his 
adult years. Carl and his father spent much time together, including fishing trips with 
Carl's paternal grandfather, the second closest connection he had in his immediate 
family.  At age 13, Carl lost his grandfather as he lost his battle with lung cancer. From 
6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because he was poor. 
Despite these unfortunate circumstances, Carl managed to remain optimistic and level 
headed. During difficult times, Carl relied on his dream of becoming a pediatrician to 
COMPARING RESILIENCE AND GRIT  73 
provide a greater meaning for his life. Carl’s stressful home life took a toll on his grades. 
Carl’s lack of academic success, although not so poor that he was unable to attend 
college, was however the cause of his lack of scholarships and funding sources for 
college. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and failing, in 
biochemistry.  Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and 
excelling, in biochemistry. Unfortunately, Carl had to drop out of college in the middle of 
his junior year due to a lack of ability to fund his education. This occurred despite the fact 
that Carl maintained exemplary grades and a work-study position as an assistant librarian 
on campus. Additionally, he had gone to maternal and paternal relatives seeking 
assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from ABC and take a job as a 
bartender. Even though Carl was devastated, he took pride in viewing unfortunate 
circumstances in life as strengthening and shaping him/her into the best version of 
himself. Carl’s bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own 
bar. Carl setup a budget and five year plan but failed to follow through with it for its 
duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and Carl were still 
very close at the time of his death. His father’s death affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl 
is a divorced father of two, and is still employed as a bartender at the very same bar 
where he was first hired. Carl continues to be optimistic about the future.  
 
Vignette #3 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. Perhaps, 
as a result of the bitterness from tearing the family apart, Carl and his father’s 
relationship, or lack thereof, has been so disheveled. At age 13, Carl lost the only 
connection he had in his immediate family when his grandfather passed away from lung 
cancer. From 6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because 
he was poor. Despite these unfortunate circumstances, Carl managed to remain optimistic 
and level headed. During difficult times, Carl relied on his dream of becoming a 
pediatrician to provide a greater meaning for his life. Carl’s stressful home life took a toll 
on his grades. Carl’s lack of academic success, although not so poor that he was unable to 
attend college, was however the cause of his lack of scholarships and funding sources for 
college. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and failing, in 
biochemistry. Carl’s dream of becoming a pediatrician, which he felt would provide a 
greater meaning for his life, seemed to be slipping away. Unfortunately, Carl had to drop 
out of college in the middle of his junior year due to his lack of ability to fund his 
education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained a work-study position as an 
assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to maternal and paternal 
relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from ABC 
and take a job as a bartender.  Even though Carl was devastated, he took pride in viewing 
unfortunate circumstances in life as strengthening and shaping him/her into the best 
version of himself. Carl’s bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his 
dream to own bar. To achieve this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan and 
followed through with it for its duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to 
lung cancer. He and Carl were still estranged at the time of his death, yet his death 
affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl is a husband, father of two, and is still employed as 
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a bartender at the very same bar where he was first hired.  Carl continues to be optimistic 
about the future.  
 
 
Vignette #4 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. Perhaps, 
as a result of the bitterness from tearing the family apart, Carl and his father’s 
relationship, or lack thereof, has been so disheveled. At age 13, Carl lost the only 
connection he had in his immediate family when his grandfather passed away from lung 
cancer. From 6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because 
he was poor. Despite these unfortunate circumstances, Carl managed to remain optimistic 
and level headed and went on to graduate in the top 7% of his graduating high school 
class. During difficult times, Carl relied on his dream of becoming a pediatrician to 
provide a greater meaning for his life. With grades and hopes as high as Carl’s, college 
was the next logical step. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, 
majoring, and excelling, in biochemistry. Unfortunately, Carl had to drop out of college 
in the middle of his junior year due to a lack of ability to fund his education. This 
occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained exemplary grades and a work-study 
position as an assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to maternal and 
paternal relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from 
ABC and take a job as a bartender. Even though Carl was devastated, he took pride in 
viewing unfortunate circumstances in life as strengthening and shaping him into the best 
version of himself. Carl’s bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his 
dream to own bar. To achieve this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan and 
followed through with it for its duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to 
lung cancer. He and Carl were still estranged at the time of his death, yet his death 
affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl is a husband, father of two, owner and operator of a 
popular local bar.  Carl continues to be optimistic about the future.  
 
Vignette #5 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. Perhaps, 
as a result of the bitterness from tearing the family apart, Carl and his father’s 
relationship, or lack thereof, has been so disheveled. At age 13, Carl lost the only 
connection he had in his immediate family when his grandfather passed away from lung 
cancer. From 6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because 
he was poor. The weight these unfortunate circumstances overwhelmed Carl. Often, it 
was hard for Carl to remain optimistic and level headed.  Carl’s stressful home life took a 
toll on his grades. Carl’s lack of academic success, although not so poor that he was 
unable to attend college, was however the cause of his lack of scholarships and funding 
sources for college. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and 
failing, in biochemistry. Carl’s dream of becoming a pediatrician, which he felt would 
provide a greater meaning for his life, seemed to be slipping away. Unfortunately, Carl 
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had to drop out of college in the middle of his junior year due to his lack of ability to fund 
his education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained a work-study position 
as an assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to maternal and paternal 
relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from ABC 
and take a job as a bartender.  Carl felt that he was at his lowest point in life and that 
regardless of his efforts, nothing he did or tried successfully helped himself.  Carl’s 
bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own bar. To achieve 
this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan but failed to follow through with it for its 
duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and Carl were still 
estranged at the time of his death, yet his death affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl is a 
divorced father of two, and is still employed as a bartender at the very same bar where he 
was first hired. Carl continues to be weary about the future. He realizes that some things 
in life are out of his control and tries to brace himself for the next problem.  
 
Vignette #6 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. Perhaps, 
as a result of the bitterness from tearing the family apart, Carl and his father’s 
relationship, or lack thereof, has been so disheveled. At age 13, Carl lost the only 
connection he had in his immediate family when his grandfather passed away from lung 
cancer. From 6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because 
he was poor. The weight these unfortunate circumstances overwhelmed Carl. Often, it is 
hard for Carl to remain optimistic and level headed. During difficult times, Carl relied on 
his dream of becoming a pediatrician to provide a greater meaning for his life. Carl went 
on to graduate in the top 7% of his graduating high school class. With grades and hopes 
as high as Carl’s, college was the next logical step. Carl attended ABC University for two 
and a half years, majoring, and excelling, in biochemistry. Unfortunately, Carl had to 
drop out of college in the middle of his junior year due to his lack of ability to fund his 
education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained exemplary grades and a 
work-study position as an assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to 
maternal and paternal relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay 
with friends from ABC and take a job as a bartender. Carl felt that he was at his lowest 
point in life and that regardless of his efforts, nothing he did or tried successfully helped 
himself. Carl’s bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own 
bar. To achieve this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan and followed through 
with it for its duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and 
Carl were still estranged at the time of his death, yet his death affected Carl deeply. 
Currently, Carl is a husband, father of two, owner and operator of a popular local bar. 
Carl continues to be weary about the future. He realizes that some things in life are out of 
his control and tries to brace himself for the next problem.  
 
Vignette #7 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. 
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Although his parents divorced, Carl maintained a healthy, positive relationship with his 
father. They were close as he grew up and maintained that close relationship into his 
adult years. Carl and his father spent much time together, including fishing trips with 
Carl's paternal grandfather, the second closest connection he had in his immediate 
family.  At age 13, Carl lost his grandfather as he lost his battle with lung cancer. From 
6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because he was poor. 
The weight these unfortunate circumstances overwhelmed Carl. Often, it was hard for 
Carl to remain optimistic and level headed. During difficult times, Carl relied on his 
dream of becoming a pediatrician to provide a greater meaning for his life. Carl went on 
to graduate in the top 7% of his graduating high school class. With grades and hopes as 
high as Carl’s, college was the next logical step. Carl attended ABC University for two 
and a half years, majoring, and excelling, in biochemistry. Unfortunately, Carl had to 
drop out of college in the middle of his junior year due to his lack of ability to fund his 
education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained exemplary grades and a 
work-study position as an assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to 
maternal and paternal relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay 
with friends from ABC and take a job as a bartender. Carl felt that he was at his lowest 
point in life and that regardless of his efforts, nothing he did or tried successfully helped 
himself. Carl’s bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own 
bar. To achieve this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan and followed through 
with it for its duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and 
Carl were still very close at the time of his death. His father’s death affected Carl deeply. 
Currently, Carl is a husband, father of two, owner and operator of a popular local bar. 
Carl continues to be weary about the future. He realizes that some things in life are out of 
his control and tries to brace himself for the next problem.  
 
 
Vignette #8 
 
Carl comes from very meager and very humble beginnings. In addition to falling well 
below the poverty line, Carl was raised by a single-Mother after a bitter divorce. 
Although his parents divorced, Carl maintained a healthy, positive relationship with his 
father. They were close as he grew up and maintained that close relationship into his 
adult years. Carl and his father spent much time together, including fishing trips with 
Carl's paternal grandfather, the second closest connection he had in his immediate 
family.  At age 13, Carl lost his grandfather as he lost his battle with lung cancer. From 
6th to 12th grade Carl was bullied and ridiculed by peers at school because he was poor. 
The weight these unfortunate circumstances overwhelmed Carl. Often, it was hard for 
Carl to remain optimistic and level headed.  Carl’s stressful home life took a toll on his 
grades. Carl’s lack of academic success, although not so poor that he was unable to attend 
college, was however the cause of his lack of scholarships and funding sources for 
college. Carl attended ABC University for two and a half years, majoring, and failing, in 
biochemistry. Carl’s dream of becoming a pediatrician, which he felt would provide a 
greater meaning for his life, seemed to be slipping away. Unfortunately, Carl had to drop 
out of college in the middle of his junior year due to his lack of ability to fund his 
education. This occurred despite the fact that Carl maintained a work-study position as an 
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assistant librarian on campus. Additionally, he had gone to maternal and paternal 
relatives seeking assistance to no avail. Carl was forced to stay with friends from ABC 
and take a job as a bartender. Carl felt that he was at his lowest point in life and that 
regardless of his efforts, nothing he did or tried successfully helped himself. Carl’s 
bartending job introduced him to his wife and inspired his dream to own bar. To achieve 
this goal, Carl setup a budget and five year plan but failed to follow through with it for its 
duration. Two years ago, Carl’s father also died due to lung cancer. He and Carl were still 
very close at the time of his death. His father’s death affected Carl deeply. Currently, Carl 
is a divorced father of two, and is still employed as a bartender at the very same bar 
where he was first hired.  Carl continues to be weary about the future. He realizes that 
some things in life are out of his control and tries to brace himself for the next problem.  
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APPENDIX G 
        Vignette Questionnaire  
 
Here are a number of statements that may or may not apply to Carl. When responding, 
think of the information you read about Carl and consider the following statements. 
Select the degree to which the statements or phrases apply to Carl in comparison to most 
people in the world. There are no right or wrong answers, so just answer honestly! 
 1. I usually manage one way or another.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl   2. I feel proud that I have accomplished things in life.      Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl    3. I usually take things in stride.         Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl    4. I am friends with myself.          Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl   5. I feel that I can handle many things at a time.       Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl 
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 Not at all like Carl   6. I am determined.            Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  7. I can get through difficult times because I’ve experienced difficulty before.   Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  8. I have self-discipline.           Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  9. I keep interested in things.           Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  10. I can usually find something to laugh about.        Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  11. My belief in myself gets me through hard times.       Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl 
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 Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  12. In an emergency, I’m someone people can generally rely on.      Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  13. My life has meaning.          Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  14. When I’m in a difficult situation, I can usually find my way out of it.    Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl 
 15. I have overcome setbacks to conquer an important challenge.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  16. New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.*  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  17. My interests change from year to year.*  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl 
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 Not at all like Carl  18. Setbacks don’t discourage me.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  19. I have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest.*  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  20. I am a hard worker. Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  21. I often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.*  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  22. I have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few months to complete.* Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  23. I finish whatever I begin.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  
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24. I have achieved a goal that took years of work.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  25. I become interested in new pursuits every few months.* Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  26. I am diligent.  Very much like Carl  Mostly like Carl  Somewhat like Carl  Not much like Carl  Not at all like Carl  
 
 
Directions: Here are a number of statements that you may or may not agree with. When 
responding, think of the information you read about Carl and your own experiences. 
Then, consider the following statements. Select the degree to which you agree with these 
statements or phrases. There are no right or wrong answers, so just answer honestly! 
 
 
1. Gritty people finish whatever they begin, regardless of obstacles. 
(Perseverance) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
 
2. Staying positive increases your chances of overcoming adversity. 
(equanimity) 
 
 Definitely True 
 Somewhat True 
 Not Sure 
 Somewhat False 
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 Definitely False 
 
3. Being able to achieve a positive outcome in the face of adversity means one is 
resilient. (outcome) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
4. Believing in your purpose in life or knowing the meaningfulness of your life 
helps you overcome difficulties in life. (purpose/meaningfulness) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
5. Goal switching from one goal to another goal without achieving the first 
means one is not a gritty person. (focus/passion) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
6. Being able to achieve a positive outcome in the face of adversity means one is 
gritty. (outcome) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
7. Resilient people rely on themselves to get through difficult times in life, but 
know when to ask for help. (Self-Reliance) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
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8. Resilient people finish whatever they begin, regardless of obstacles. 
(Perseverance) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
 
9. Being passionate about a goal you set increases your chances of achieving that 
goal because it positively enhances your work ethic. (passion) 
 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
 
For each statement below, select the answer that best describes how you respond to 
stress.  
 
10. I learn from my mistakes. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
11. I am not a worrier, even when I’m in the middle of a stressful time. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
12. Even when I’m stressed out, I keep heading toward my goals. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
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13. I bounce back quickly from adversity. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
14. I’ve learned that I’m much stronger than I think I am. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
15. I deal with stress very well. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
16. There are many times I’ve wanted to give up but I rarely do. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
17. I’ve learned to take things one day at a time. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
18. I’ve learned a lot about what I can handle and what I can’t handle. 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
Somewhat False 
Definitely False 
 
19. Even when I’m discouraged, I still find meaning in life 
Definitely True 
Somewhat True 
Not Sure 
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Somewhat False 
Definitely False  
